
Before the  Board of Zoning Adjust~nent, D.C. 

Ap*al#8275 Margaret C. Bowles, appellant. 

The Zoning Administrator Distr ic t  of Columbia, appellee. 

On motion duly made, seconded and carried with Mr. Hatton dissenting, the 
following Order was entered on July l.4, 1965: 

That the appeal f o r  a variance from the rear  yard reuirements of the 
R-1-B Dis t r ic t  t o  permit erection of a one-story rear addition t o  the dwelling 
a t  2934 Garfield St. N.W., l o t  97, square 2113, be granted. 

From the records and the evidence adduced a t  the hearing, the Board finds 
the  following f a  &s: 

(1) Appellant's l o t  has a frontage of 66.8 fee t  on Garfield St ree t  and 
contains an area of 5000 square feet. The l o t  i s  improved with a detached 
single-family dwelling. 

(2) Ap,pllant proposes t o  enclose an &sting patio which has a permanent 
frame t o  support an awning at  the present time. This addition w i l l  be fourteen 
fee t  in depth by sixteen fee t  i n  width and wi l l  over-occupy the  rear  yard. 

(3) Appellant s t a t e s  tha t  he des i res  t o  enclose the area because i n  rainy 
and cold weather they are unable t o  use it so tha t  it will be used as a patio 
and sun room. He further s t a t e s  tha t  it w i l l  not be v is ib le  from the rear  
as h i s  neighbor has a four foot wan and a fence and evergreen t r e s s  on both 
sides and tha t  it w i l l  be screened on the other s ide by a f lve foot high fence 
and a four foot high wall. 

(b)  The building meets the  requirements of all regulations as  t o  occupancy 
and side yard requirements. 

(5) There was no objection t o  the granting of t h i s  appeal regis tered a t  the 
public hearing. 

It is our opinion t h a t  appellant has proven a hardship within the provisions 
of Section 8207.U of the  Zoning hgu la t ions  and tha t  a denial of his appeal 
w i l l  resul t  in peculiar and exceptional pract ical  d i f f icu l t ies  t o  o r  exceptional 
and undue hardship upon the m e r .  It i s  the feeling of t h e  majority of the 
Board W e r s  t h a t  the  locatioa of this patio, which is w e l l  screened from other 
properties, w i l l  not a f fec t  adversely conditions of l igh t  and a i r  t o  adjoining 
properties. Furthermore, the adjoining property oraers are i n  favor of the granting 
of the appeal. 

In view of the above it is our opinion t h a t  t h i s  r e l i e f  can be granted without 
substant ial  detriment t o  the public good and without substantially impairing the 
intent,  purpose, and in tegr i ty  of the  zone plan a s  embodied in the zoning 
regulations and map. 


